
hflsre the b r d  of 20- A d j ~ s t l ~ ~ t ,  D.C. 

PUBLIC -ober 13, 1965: 
. . .  

Appeals #8402-03 Capitol Mortgage & Tit le  Co. and Gray Prop, Inc. appellants, 

The ZO& Administrator District of Columbia, appellee. 

'Phat the appeal for  a variance from the FAR and l o t  occupancy require- 
iirents of the R-5-A Diutrict and for  o rrr wsiver of om autonobile o f f a t r e e t  
parking space for  a . t W e e n  t d t  apartment building a t  Halley Place and First 
St. S.E., lots 34, 35 and 36, square 6116, be denied. 

A s  the r e su l t  of an inspection of the property by th Board, and fmm the 
reaords and the a d e n c e  adduced a t  the hearing, the Board flak the follow5ng 
facts: 

(1) Appellant's lots have a -oritage on Halley Pla e of 141.87 feet, 
22.96-feet on bt atreet, 135.01 fee t  along the l.5 foot publie al ley and 125 
feet  tm the south aide ef the property. The prvtperty contains an area of 
appracbately 9873 square feet  of land. 

(2) The lot i n  question ia nearly triangnlar in shape and appellant 
proposes t o  erect a thirteen unlt w a W p  a p r t m n t  building facing ado 
Halley Place. The proposed three atories of tmlw units mpmsents a 
total of ll,122.17 r q w e  feet, an increase over the allowable 8887.5 
square fee t  of 2,234.67 aqure feet. 

(3) Tha janitor's apartment is proposed fo r  the lower le~vel of the  grourd 
fnnl which is  out of the ground more than f i r t y  percent which inerease the 
floor area by m7.5 square f eet, the grand t o t a l  f loor area is  then 12,323.67 
wuare feet. 

(4) bppellant i s  also requesting waiver of one off-street paldng 
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(5) Them was ao objection t o  the granting of th i s  appeal registered 
a t  the publlo hearing. 

As-the result of an inspeotion of the pmperty by t h e  bard,  and from the 
rsoards and the evidence addgded a t  the baring, appellant was u8abI.e to prom 
and the Board was unable t o  f iad that  by reason of exceptional narrouneas, 
ahallownsss or shape of the  speciiic property, or by reason of aeeptional  
topographical conditions ar other &msTdinary or exceptional situation or 
mndition of the property, the s t r i c t  application of the regulatf o m  would 
result i n  pemliar and exceptional practical dif'lculties or or exceptionaP and 
undue hardship upon the appeallaat. It is the opinion of the Board tha t  
appellant e m  develop th i s  piece of properky in s t r i c t  kcordance with the 
Zaning Begulatiom* 


